Like earlier theologians reflecting on the problem of faith and his tory, such as Alan Richardson, Richard R. Niebuhr, and Wolfhart Pannenberg, I have found that reflection upon the early Christian claim that Jesus rose from the dead is a powerful place from which to consider the relationship between faith and historical research.4 I will propose no new interpretation of the data, but rather reflect on the very practice of historiography in the face of the historical claim that Jesus rose from the dead. I hope to show, furthermore, that reflection on the difference between historical and theological explanation clarifies the sense in which the resurrection is a 'his torical' event.
At one time in our Western universities we were certain of how history should proceed, as a rigorous, value-free, scientific disci pline. But that era is now over. How shall we now proceed? Does 'anything go' in historical research now that modernity is over? How shall we understand the discipline of religious history in a post positivist, post-modern situation? For modernity, with its faith in reason and its myth of neutral, scientific scholarship, is well and truly dead. Requiescat in pace.
We stand at the end of the twentieth century asking much the same question as religious thinkers at the end of the nineteenth cen tury in Europe: what is the right method by which to approach the history of religion? The answer given in particular by that brilliant German scholar Ernst Troeltsch is this: the proper method for the study of religion is a purely scientific historiography that is valueMorgan's elegant argument pertains only to NT theology. I believe it applies (mutatis mutandis) to any historical approach to Jesus from any faith perspective. Morgan in turn points us to Adolf Schlatter, who anticipated many of the points I make here. See Robert Morgan (ed.), The Nature of New Testament Theology, SBT, 2nd ser., 25 (London: SCM, 1973) , which contains Schlatter's 1909 essay, 'The Theology of the New Testament and Dogmatics'. 4 I am referring to Alan Richardson, Christian Apologetics (London: SCM, 1947); Richard R. Niebuhr, Resurrection and Historical Reason (New York: Scribner's, 1957) ; and W. Pannenberg, 'Redemptive Event and History', first published in German (KD, I959)> trans. S. Guthrie, in Basic Questions in Theology, i (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970) , 15-80, also partly found in C. Westermann (ed.), Essays on Old Testament Hermeneutics (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1963), 314-35. Each of these works was published independently of the others in the 1940s or 1950s, each in its own way responding to Barth and Bultmann on this topic. See also Pannenberg's later work, Jesus-God and Man, trans. L. L. Wilkins and D. A. Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1968 I will examine two versions of this myth, and criticize each one. The first version I call 'the neutrality two-step' in which the preju dice of perspective is recognized, but then we try and step around it back into scientific neutrality. For the 'neutrality two-step' version of the myth, the problem of perspective is a problem only for faithnot for the scientific, rational scholar who of course has no faith 1 A second version of the myth is one I call 'the consensus Jesus', in 12 I'or a good critique of the work of the Seminar, see Luke T. Johnson, The Real Jesus (San Francisco: Harper, 1995) . I agree with much of what Johnson has to say, but in the end his own view still divides faith and science. Our spiritual knowledge of the real, risen Jesus must be subject to critical, scientific reflection and historical examination (I do not say historical 'verification'-I agree with Johnson that such verification is impossible for historical science). which a consensus theory of truth is supposed to lead us to the real Jesus of history.
I will start with the most important version of the myth, the neu trality two-step. Many They feel that if they drop the idea of a purely neutral, value-free approach, then history will be left in a quagmire of subjectivity. To quote from Meier again, 'Whether we call it a bias, a Tendenz, a worldview, or a faith stance, everyone who writes on the historical Jesus writes from some ideological vantage point; no critic is exempt. The solution to this dilemma is neither to pretend to an absolute objectivity that is not to be had nor to wallow in total rel ativism.'28 Notice two things in this quotation: first, that a faith stance creates a dilemma for the historian, and second, the fear of relativism if we drop the myth of a purely historical Jesus. In fact, Meier accepts here some version of the neutrality two-step: let us admit our bias, follow a rigorous methodology, and try to be as objective and religion-neutral as possible. But this assumes, all along, that faith is a problem for scientific objectivity. There is, as Ben Meyer puts it, a fear of subjectivity here. We are afraid as schol ars that a post-modern perspective will lead to 'anything goes'. Any view of Jesus will be just as good as any other. We will, in fact, be out of a job, no longer needed to guide young minds into the truth about religious history. Ben Meyer points us to the proper way out of this fear in his review of criteria or indices of authenticity: not to shun subjectivity, but to embrace it as a moment on the way toward objectivity.29 I have myself been involved in the study of the philosophy of sci ence, so please forgive me if I put this whole issue in terms of the relationship between faith and science. In this brief essay I can, of course, only suggest a way forward. First of all, let us recognize the prejudice of perspective. This means that I, as a scientist (social Let us therefore embrace our faith, and recognize it for what it is, but be willing to admit that others' faiths have insight we neee us use our best methodologies and scientific, critical thinking, u this does not mean that we have to be sceptical of the religion we are studying, or of its texts and sources. Let us, instead, se^ ° understand, sympathize with, and appreciate the religious Lu s study. In terms of education, this means that the job of rea8ion, Bible teachers is not to destroy the faiths of our students, e a a moral duty not to use our position as teachers to undermine ant shock the religious faiths of our students, however naive or c ose minded they may be. Instead, let us help each student to their own faith (not ours, theirs) with the methods, scho ars ip, results with which vigorous academic training have Pr0^ e suggest that it is bad pedagogy to seek to 'blow away e u mentalists', however tempting it may bel Rather, co ege an versity students need help in the integration of fait an sci whatever faith they may have.
The myth of a purely historical Jesus has distorte sc long enough. It has served as a mask to shield us rom cn 1 ' delude ourselves and others, to confuse us as to the c ara^ historical method and the certainty of our historica resu post-modern situation, progress will be made on y w e embrace and understand our own faith stance, s a e the public and pluralistic market-place of ideas, a ® reasons, evidence, and arguments we can for our cd plea, then, is this: let us take off the mask of pure objectivity, an speak to each other face to face.37 >7 The author is grateful for his kind re"Pt«'"^^ur^pTcin^Coast Region, Religion, Western Region, and the Society of Bibhc. < aJ Address for 1996. where he read an earlier version of this chapter as «-n Durham, England, Equally kind was my reception at the Departme occasion for me and my which heard another version of the chapter, a m l P1W
h Bufler Society at wife. A very early version of this essay was aso <d t for helpful criticism: Oxford, in 1987. Finally, my thanks to the follow t, 8 and Martin. x Uhe n t0
Resurrection Summit.
